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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript tackles the critical issue of organic farming as a strategy for climate change adaptation and mitigation, which is highly relevant to the scientific community. Its focus on India's agricultural practices provides valuable insight into a region significantly impacted by climate challenges. The emphasis on sustainable practices and carbon sequestration is a notable contribution to the global conversation on reducing agricultural greenhouse gas emissions. While the paper holds promise for advancing research and policy, it would benefit from more specific data and a deeper exploration of practical applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Organic farming as a climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy," is clear and relevant, but it could be more specific to reflect the focus on India’s agricultural context and the dual role of organic farming in both mitigation and adaptation. A more descriptive alternative could be:

"Organic Farming in India: A Dual Strategy for Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation."

This revision emphasizes the geographic focus and reinforces the dual role of organic farming in addressing climate challenges.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract of the article is informative but could be improved for clarity and comprehensiveness. It does a good job summarizing the broad objectives of the study, particularly the role of organic farming in mitigating climate change. However, it would benefit from more specific details about the research methods and key findings. Including a brief mention of how the study was conducted (e.g., literature review, case studies, data analysis) would enhance the clarity of the approach. Additionally, highlighting quantitative data or key results regarding the effectiveness of organic farming in reducing greenhouse gas emissions or improving sustainability would make the abstract more compelling.

Suggestions for improvement:

· Add a brief mention of the research methods or approach used in the study.

· Include some quantitative data or specific results related to greenhouse gas reduction or sustainability benefits.

· Clarify the scope of the findings, particularly in the context of India, as this geographic focus is essential.


	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The manuscript has a generally appropriate structure, with clear sections that address key components such as the introduction, greenhouse gas emissions, impacts of climate change on agriculture, and the role of organic farming as both an adaptation and mitigation strategy. However, there are a few areas where the structure could be improved:

1. More Detailed Methodology Section: The methodology is not clearly outlined. If the paper relies on a specific research design, this should be a dedicated subsection that explains the approach, whether it's based on a literature review, experimental data, or field studies.

2. Separation of Adaptation and Mitigation Strategies: While the paper discusses organic farming as both an adaptation and mitigation strategy, these two aspects could benefit from clearer separation and more detailed discussion. Currently, they are somewhat interwoven, which may make it harder for readers to distinguish between the strategies used for adaptation and those for mitigation.

3. Discussion Section: A more robust discussion section could be added, where the implications of the findings are thoroughly analyzed. This could also include challenges, limitations, and recommendations for future research or policy.

4. Conclusion: The conclusion could be more distinct and concise, summarizing key findings and emphasizing the implications for the scientific community and policy makers.


	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript appears scientifically robust as it references credible sources, including reports from the IPCC, FAO, and relevant peer-reviewed studies, to support its claims about the role of organic farming in climate change mitigation and adaptation. The data on greenhouse gas emissions and the impact of conventional farming practices are well-supported by global statistics and scientific literature. Furthermore, the discussion on organic farming's potential to sequester carbon and reduce emissions aligns with current scientific understanding, making the arguments technically sound. However, providing more explicit details about the methodology or data collection would strengthen the scientific rigor of the paper.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references in the manuscript are relevant and largely sufficient, citing key reports from organizations like the IPCC, FAO, and other foundational studies on organic farming and climate change. However, many of the references are somewhat outdated, with a significant number from the 2000s and early 2010s. To enhance the paper's credibility, it would be beneficial to include more recent studies, especially from the past 5 years, that reflect the latest research on organic farming, climate adaptation, and greenhouse gas reduction.

Suggestions for additional references:

1. Recent IPCC reports (e.g., IPCC Sixth Assessment Report, 2021) for updated climate projections.

2. Studies on organic farming and carbon sequestration from the last few years, such as articles in journals like Nature or Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment.

3. Research on advances in climate-smart agriculture practices or organic farming in developing countries, which could provide more up-to-date context for the topic.

Incorporating these would ensure the manuscript reflects the most current scientific discussions and findings.


	

	Minor REVISION comments

Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but there are areas where it could be improved for clarity, precision, and flow. The technical terminology is appropriate, but some sentences are long or awkwardly phrased, which may affect readability. A thorough proofreading would help eliminate minor grammatical errors and improve sentence structure. Additionally, simplifying some of the more complex sentences without losing their meaning could make the paper more accessible to a broader audience.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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